As the epigra phs from the Canadian novelist Rudy Wiebe and the South African literary historian and critic Michael Chapman suggest, plural nations deal with tms problem by creating national myths that account for the emergence of unity from diversity. These nations then establish by practice ways of reading their fictions that help to explain how and why they are organized as they are. As Benedict Anderson has famously written, all nations are fimagined communities/ and none imagines itself without limitations or 'coterminous with mankind' (7). What I am adding to Anderson's thesis in this paper is the idea that radically plural immigrant nations, such as those of the North American 'New World' (but not only those of the New World), are particularly dependent upon their fictions to explain why they exist as nations and how they will persist -9r pOSSibly cease to exist -as such in the furore.
During the twentieth century, the United States advanced and refined a myth of liberal pluralism stressing the power of the individual to select and create his or her place in the larger society. This myth has its origins in the founding documents of the nation, such as the Declaration of Independence with its pronouncement that (all men are created equal.' Since at least the 1960s, many (but not all) political and literary factions in Canada have developed and institutionalized a myth of multiculturalism that is, in part, oppositional to American claims for the autonomy of the individual, but also reflective of historical, linguistic, geographic, raciat and ethnic facts that make Canada different from the United States. As the Canadian literary critic Linda Hutcheon puts it, Canada 'values difference and views ethnic diversity more with pride than with simple tolerance' ('CryptoEthnicity,' 31). The criteria for the development and sustenance of such myths are as diverse as the nations themselves, but their durability is conditioned not by the degree to which they accurately reflect the truth of the experience of pluralism in a nation, but by their utility; hence, Chapman's insistence that such myths must be 'truer than the truth.' It is easy to assert that in the United States, for example, the ideal that 'all men are created equal' has never been obtained and is not the case even today. Similarly, in Canada, the prime undergirding of modern governmental multiculturalism, that Canada is 'bilingual in a multicultural framework,' can be and has been seen as a coercive reductionism, not an embrace of Canadian diversity.
However, as Chapman explains in his analysis of another plural nation, South Africa, even a myth of pluralism that is widely eschewed, such as apartheid, is rejected by a nation's people not so much on the basis of its falsity as its lack of utility at a given time. Chapman explains in his essay 'The Problem of Identity: South Africa, Storytelling, and Literary History' that South Africa's identity problems did not end with the consensus overturning of the myth of apartheid that concealed racism and political coercion under the ever-thinning veil of voluntary racial separatism.
Instead, apartheid's end in 1994 led to a new 'attempt at a national narrative.' AccordIDg to Chapman, this narrative' reflects tensions between key categories of definition. The Western -now called Universalprinciples of liberty and equality coexist with several localisms: language equality in the numerous languages of the COlIDtry; the lingering possibili ty of cultural self-determination for groups; and a grudging recognition of traditional African authority' ('The Problem of Identity,' 89). The virulent racism that sustained apartheid still exists, but is now downgraded (some might say concealed) by a 'national narrative' based on the coexistence of diverse groups, not their formal separation. Chapman goes on to explain that rus anthology Southern African Literatures constitutes 'a massive translation project' that could serve as the new national story not because it redacts racism or prejudice, but because it is suited to 'counter the divideand-rule legacy of apartheid' ('The Problem of Identity,' 92). In other words, Chapman's anthology provides a methodology (translation) -and even texts to read -which serve to establish and strengthen a new way of reading South African pluralism.
As in South Africa, the national myths of Canada and the United States conceal racism, prejudice, and other social HIs, but it is not the aim of this paper to 'expose' these facts and assess their degree of incompatibility with the affirmative, unifying myths that conceal them.
1 As Geoffrey Reitz and Raymond Breton document in The Illusion of Difference~ decades of survey results ~ do not support the notion that Canada is a society that values and encourages cultural diverSity more than the United States' (40) , and the perception that the two countries differ in their attitudes towards racial minorities exists largely at the level of mythology or story. What I propose to do in this paper is examine the differing meanings of multiculturalism in the United States and Canad~ and the different ways in which literary critics construct multicultural readings~ to illuminate subtle but important differences in the ways the two nations conceive of their diversity. This is important, for, as the example of South Africa illustrates, myths of pluralism can and do change. In North America today, some see the United States moving away from liberal pluralism towards a stronger embrace of multiculturalism. Others contend that Canada's adoption of an individualistic, American-style 'Charter of Rights and Freedoms' in 1982 signals a movement away from multiculturalism towards liberal pluralism. However, these facts in and of themselves tell us little until we examine them in the context of a myth-making cultural product, such as a national literature~ to see how they manifest themselves.
My method in this paper is a comparison between two classic novels of North American identity, Rudy Wiebe's The Temptations of Big Bear (1973) and Mark Twain's The Adventures ofHuckleberrtj Finn (1885) , and especially of their contemporary critical heritages. My goal is to show what a contemporary Canadian multicultural reading of a work that has been called 'the great Canadian novel' (Moss, 6 ) looks like, and how it contrasts with contemporary readings of a perennial candidate for' great American novel' starns. This comparison will show that the goals of Canadian and American lnulticulturalism are different, that they propose divergent visions of how to order a plural society, and that these visions have J real world' implications for North American pluralism at the turn of the century.
As the epigraph to this paper suggests, Wiebe is conscious of the danger attendant on the rernythologization of Canada as a multicultural nation (as opposed to a mono cultural, plural, or simply bicultural nation) that took place in the 19608 and 19705. Beginning with his first novel, Peace Shall Destroy Many (1962) , about German-speaking, pacifist Mennonites on the plains of Saskatchewan during the Second World War, Wiebe's work shows a preoccupation with Canada as a loose mosaic of etlmic tiles defined by language, religion, territory, history, and myth that has only a weak sense of itself as a 'larger SOciety,' but which nonetheless does have a sense of itself as a larger society. A Mennonite and pacifist himself, Wiebe explained in 1990 that 'my own people's displacement allowed me to see, with somewhat more perception perhaps, the displacement of Canada's aboriginal people around me'; hence Wiebe's preoccupation in The Temptations of Big Bear and the novel that followed it, The Scorched-Wood People (1977) , with mythologizing Canadian multiculturalism through its native peoples (Hutcheon, 'Interview, ' 84) . But what is it in the historical story of Big Bear that attracted Wiebe to it in the first place as a potential ur-myth of Canadian multiculturalism? What provided Wiebe with the raw material that could be shaped without too much resistance into a tale of multicultural identity building? For surely some historical figures are better suited to be developed as icons of multiculturalism than others -even in a work of fiction where the author has much latitude.
Wiebe's first knowledge of Big Bear came from William Bleasdell Cameron's personal memoir of Big Bear, Blood Red the Sun (1950) (Wiebe, 'On the Trail, ' 133 It is this image, of Big Bear rushing towards his tribesmen as the killing begins and yelling / at the top of his voice "Tesqua! Tesqua! (Stop! Stop!),N (Cameron, 44) , that stuck with Wiebe and provided the impetus for The Temptations of Big Bear. It can also be seen as one of the corners. tones of the Big Bear myth and of Canadian multiculhlralism: that etlmic conflict should not lead to violence; that one can be a 'revolutionary' leader without being a killer, a separatist or secessionist without being a traitor to one's country. Thus the Big Bear myth works for the 1880s and the 19705. The Front de liberation du Quebec (FLQ) terrorists who abducted and assassinated labour minister Pierre Laporte during the crise d'octobre of 1970 were wrong to have done so; in the foundational mythology of Canada, unlike that of the United States, the desire for political freedom need not lead to armed and murderous revolution -there is no 'regeneration through violence.' On the other hand, those Canadians who branded the separatist Rene Levesque a traitor (and who today say the same of Quebec premier Lucien Bouchard) are also wrong; the desire for separation -and even secession -is compatible with Canadian confederation on the basis of multiculhlralism and need not culminate in an American-style civil war.
Cameron, perhaps evincing a desire to contrast Canadian history with United States history, eliminates the word -and with it the idea -of war from his title in 1950. Two decades later, Wiebe makes the image of an almost pacifist Big Bear central to his own mythologization, and in between, W.B. Fraser reinforces this point in his historical essay 'Big Bear, Indian Patriot' (1966) , stating that Big Bear 'was no fool. He was not ignorant of the power of the white man and he knew that the Indian had everything to lose and nothing to gain by fighting. Unlike Louis Riel, he was neither fanatic nor mystic. Unlike Gabriel Dumont, he was no hothead' (71). But Fraser, like Cameron, is an unabashed partisan of Big Bear's and the meaning of his title is deliberately dualistic. Somehow, despite the historical problems raised by the concept, Fraser concludes that Big Bear 'was not only a great Indian, he was also a great Canadian' (87-88), an assessment that bumps up against the historical fact that Big Bear was tried and convicted of treason by the very same Canada of which he was ostensibly a patriot. Of course, there is evidence for such revisionism in the Sessional Papers of Canada, where the proceedings of Big Bear's trial in Regina, Saskatchewan are recorded. As I've already noted, several white men -Cameron and his fellow Hudson's Bay Company representative, William McLean, among them -gave Big Bear a good character at his trial, shifting the blame for the pillaging and killing at Frog Lake to a rowdy younger element in Big Bear's band led by his own son, Imasees, who apparently had no respect for his father (Sessional Papers, 206) .
To conclude from this and similar testimony (including Cameron's anecdote about Big Bear yelling, 'Stop! Stop!' during the massacre, which he also reported under oath during the trial) that Big Bear was non-violent towards the end of his life would seem reasonable. But the jump to Big Bear as a great leader of his people and of Canada is less predictable and more complex. Yet this is exactly the jump that Fraser makes, declaring that 'in the West only Big Bear rose to make a rational attempt to change the course of history for the benefit of his race. Big Bear foresaw the humiliating subjugation of his people and made a tremendous effort to prevent it. History made his failure almost inevitable, but left him no honourable alternative other than the course he took' (87-88). Cameron concurs, of course, pronouncing Big Bear 'a resolute politic savage and a born leader of men' (10) . 'Had the old cmefbeen a white man and educated,' Cameron later notes, 'he would have made a great lawyer or a great statesman' (150) . The early mytholOgists of Big Bear agree on his qualities as a politician, common-sense reasoner, and orator. Fraser notes that the only sustained Indian movements in Canada are those of Pontiac, Tecumseh, and Big Bear, but of those three, only Big Bear's legend is the legend of an implacable leader whose deeds took place in the political arena rather than on the battlefield. A great warrior in his youth, the Big Bear of Canadian mythology is more a master of inaction than of action, his greatest achievement being his crafty refusal, sustained over six years of negotiation with the Canadian government, to sign Treaty Number 6, which would have relegated him to a reservation and the perpetual care of Her Majesty the Queen; in short, the treaty would have made him and his people signatory subjects of the Dominion of Canada. This is the story that Wiebe chooses to tell, through actual documents and his own invention, in The Temptations of Big Bear, because it is one in which the historical facts are congenial to the multicultural vision of Canada he wishes to propound as a westerner who is also a federalist and a religious pacifist.
It is a historical fact that long after all of the other Indians either signed Treaty Number 6, or became fugitives in Canada or the United States, Big Bear and his band remained at peace, in constant negotiation with, and yet no official part of, Canada. It is tinall y only Wiebe and his critical expositors of the 19705 down to the present who present Big Bear's elaborate pas-dedeux with the government as a metaphor for Canadian confederation, and this is understandable, given the shaky Canadian political climate in which they wrote about Big Bear -and in which we still write today. The American critic Henry Louis Gates uses the term multiculturalism to discuss the perfection of a United States 'that has theorized itself as plural from its inception' (205) , but this is not the same foundational mythology that we find in the Big Bear myth of Canada, which theorizes the nation as multi-cultural from its inception. At stake is the enabling principle of Canadian multiculturalism, which implies that confederation can occur without assimilation, that identity is inherent, group-oriented, territoriat linguistic, and uruecombinant. Even after Big Bear must have realized that, with the buffalo herds decimated and his people starving, his band's future was inevitably a future as signatories of Treaty Number 6 and as part of Canada, he still held out.
Again, the element Wiebe most likes about the mythologization of Big Bear in Canadian culture is that the seeds of multicultural theorization go all the way back to Big Bear's trial for treason, where his lawyer, F.B. Robertso~ attempted to explain to the jury in his concluding address the peculiar Indian view of society and freedom. Robertson's speech may be the first clear statement of multiculturalism in Canadian history:
An Indian looks very differently at society, while a white man looks at society at large, a large community as one community, while he knows that he can move from one place to another in that community, that in the whole of his country, however large, he may find a home. The Indian looks to his own little band; apart from them he can do nothing; apart from them he cannot live; he must remain with his band; he cannot get away from them; he is not free to say, I will move away from here, I will go among other people who won't do these things; he cannot do that, and what else has my learned friend, Mr. Scott [for the Crown] to rest upon here in making a case against Big Bear, except that he was with his band? (Sessional Papers, 221).2 This idea of 'being with one's band' undergirds the multicultural and mosaic self-image that Canada institutionalized in the 1960s and 1970S. Replace the word 'Indian' in the above passage with 'Canadian' and 'white man' with 'Briton,' and one gets a clear idea of how nineteenth-century Canadian pluralism contrasted with British colonial ideas of monoculturalism in the same era. Replace 'Indian' with 'Canadian' and 'white man' with 'American' and one can see, for example, how Canadian philosopher Charles Taylor's cognitive use of the word multiculturalism in Canada contrasts with Gates's descriptive or anthological Wlderstanding of its meaning to 19905 American society.
. Even to his earliest mythologists Big Bear is 'loyal' and an 'Indian patriot' by a paradoxical and contradictory route that is uniquely Canadian: his nationalism is praiseworthy because it cannot be enacted. He is a great Canadian because he cannot become Canadian.
3 Finnly rooted in his own cuI hue, language, and geographic territory, Big Bear is fundamentally 'with his band.' Big Bear is, like Levesque, Pierre El1iott Trudeau, Preston Manning, Bouchard, Jean Chretien, and almost every Canadian politician on any side of the debate over national identity today, · a preacher of both survivance and acconunodationist non-violence. The most that he promises is confederation, for any blending of groups would seem impossible where identity is acknowledged as unrecombinant. Canada may be able to describe itself as a nation' A Mare Usque Ad Mare/ but that cannot be mistaken for the potentially coercive prescription inherent in 'E Pluribus Unum. ' The Temptations of Big Bear has enormous respect for the facts of the 18705 and 18805, but it is a fiction of the 1970S that is able, therefore, to manipulate the facts in ways that have enormous repercussions for our reading of Canadian history. As Wiebe himself explains:
Granted, my whole structure is invented, the story didn't take place like that and anyone who thinks it did is a simpleton, but you can see what I'm saying: I have a sense of trying to get at the truth of things -I think the truth of things can be gotten at still-by setting the diamond of the document in the artificial set of the fictive situation. The diamond shines so much more clearly, it shows its true nature. (Neuman, 237) One must bear in mind that Wiebe's project is not simply a novel. It is a 'poshnodem metahistorical fiction' with many facets: an award-winning novel, a critical industry that Wiebe himself spurred along, and finally the enshrinement of Wiebe himself as a living expert on Big Bear and his meaning to Canada as a prototypical multicultural hero. Wiebe even concludes his entry for Big Bear in the Dictionary of Canadian Biography with an echo ofW.B. Fraser: JHe was indeed a great statesman, butI10t in the white tradition' (Wiebe, 'Mistahimaskwa, ' 600) .
The Temptations of Big Bear reaffirms Big Bear as a multicultural statesman and re-establishes and further develops the basic tenets of the Big Bear myth: that Big Bear was a paCifist and a peacekeeper; that Big Bear was an orator whose message could be communicated by words and documents; that Big Bear was a prototypical Canadian statesman, a political figure in the history of the nation; that his identity was inseparable from that of his band and was conditioned by their language and identification with a certain piece of geographical territory; and, finally, that none of these facts are incompatible with the idea of Canadian nationalism. As Wiebe's title suggests, it is the final apotheosis of Big Bear as the hero of Canadian multicultural identity.
Textually, and in its critical heritage, The Temptations of Big Bear encapsulates the Canadian cognitive understanding of multiculturalism, and displays both its strengths and weaknesses. Its strength is that it creates the possibility of national confederation of cultural groups without their having to re-envision themselves as ethnic individuals with choices about how or if they form a group, something that according to The Temptations of Big Bear, would be impossible for Big Bear and his band. The weakness of cognitive multiculturalism is that the confederation of such groups is a tenuous one that will always be under reconsideration. It is a myth -a 'fiction/ as Wiebe puts it -which has so far been strong enough, but may not always be strong enough, to sustain the Canadian nation.
Is there a work of American literature that embodies the American anthological understanding of multiculhlralism? As I mentioned above, I
think it is Huckleberry Finn, especially as trus novel has been read and reconsidered in the 19908. However, I do not think there has been a reading of Huckleberry Finn that exemplifies the Canadian cognitive understanding of multiculturalism, and I believe this is so because the racially charged critical heritage of Huckleberry Finn is not fertile ground for a vision of multiculturalism that is conditioned by the idea that ethnic identity is inherent, group-oriented, grounded in geographical territory, linguistic, and unrecombinant. On the contrary, some of the most significant end-ofthe-century Huckleberry Finn criticism, such as Shelley Fisher Fishkin's Was Huck Black? (1993) , Toni Morrison's Playing in the Dark (1992) , the essays contained in Satire or Evasion? Black Perspectives on Huckleberry Finn (1992) , and Gerald Graff and James Phelan's critical, edition of Adventures of Huckleberry Finn (1995) , suggests the opposite: that racial and ethnic identities in the United States are deeply recombinant and, in fact, codeterminant. Fishkin's reading of Huckleberry Finn, which is as deeply researched and historicized as Wiebe's novel, comes closer to repudiating the Canadian idea of multiculturalism than adopting or adapting it. Once again, Canadian and American ideas of multiculturalism are not the same, and the American idea comprises a recapitulation and perfection of a pluralism that is fotmdational to American mythology and allows individuals far more latitude in the choices they make about their place in society.
In the 1990S, two major trends in the reading of Huckleberry Finn collided with unexpected results. The first is the 'liberal' reading tradition of the mid -twentieth century, which is advanced inJ ustin Kaplan's 'Introduction' and Victor Doyno's 'Foreword' to the 1996 Random House edition of Huckleberry Finn, which bills itself as 'the only comprehensive edition' of the noveL The second is the 'racist' reading tradition, which insists that neither Huckleberry Finn nor Mark Twain is as ironic or as anti-racist as a largely white, liberal, and anti-racist critical establishment has made them out to be -largely through wishful thinking. The level of intensity among racist readings varies from John H. Wallace's assertion that Huckleberry Finn is 'the most grotesque example of racist trash ever written' (16) to the more measured point of Peaches Henry that I no amount of intended irony or satire can erase the humiliation experienced by black children' reading a novel that is so' aggressive' in its 'use of the pejorative term "nigger"l (28) . Not all of the readers of Huckleberry Finn as a racist novel are black scholars, nor is the controversy dying down. As recently as 1996, the novelist Jane Smiley published in Harper's magazine a cover story asserting that 'for all his lip service to real attachment between white boy and black man, Twain really saw Jim as no more than Huck's sidekick. ... All the claims that are routinely m~de for the book's humanitarian power are, in the end, simply absurd' (63).
On the other side, Random House's' comprehensive' edition reinserts several sections of the novel excised by Twain from the edition he authorized for publication in 1885 and includes a long appendix of textual addenda, much of which is included to exculpate Twain and his novel from the charges of racism raised by critics such as those whose work is included in Satire or Evasion? Kaplan describes Twain in his 'Introduction' as 'a writer with a near-perfect ear for the right wording and the right shading of idiom as he maneuvers between his purpose as an autonomous, precedent-breaking literary artist and the diplomatic or expedient concessions he sometimes felt he had to make to the conventional taste of his audience and the demands of the book business' (xi). To Kaplan, those who see the novel as racist display 'a literal-mindedness unable to deal with satire and constitutive irony' (x). Along similar lines, Doyno, in his 'Foreword' to the edition, alerts the reader that the newly available manuscript treatment of the camp meeting scene of chapter 20 'includes bitter implications about religious hypocrisy and slavery' (xvi).
It would seem these two sides could never be reconciled, which may be why Graff and Phelan found Huckleberry Finn such a congenial subject for their critical edition, which pronounces itself 'a case study in critical controversy.' Here the text of the novel is packaged with a wide selection of critical essays, new and old, designed to introduce student readers to 'literary criticism's longest ongoing controversy' (15) . However, the work of one of the critics included in Graff and Phelan's section on 'The Controversy over Race,' Fishkin, stands out as an attempt not to take sides in the controversy, but rather to transcend it by using what I am calling America's anthological understanding of multiculturalism. Graff and Phelan's volume contains an excerpt from Fishkin's study, Was Huck Black?, which an introductory headnote refers to as' one of the most Widely noticed books of American literary criticism in recent years' (Graff and Phelan, 407) , a claim that is probably understated. Fishkin's book was front-page news in the New York Times and garnered extended coverage in Time, Newsweek, and even People. As Smiley's essay exemplifi' es, it is hard to think of any other work of American literature beside Huckleberry Finn that could make news in the mainstream American press over one hundred years after its first publication.
Fishkin's claim in Was Huck Black? is that Twain created Huck's distinctive voice in the novel by drawing upon people he knew in his own life, some of whom were black. In particular, Fishkin discusses a young black boy named Jimmy whom Twain met (and later wrote about in the New York Times) during a trip to Indiana or Illinois in 1874, two years before he began work on the novel. Fishkin places this theory next to claims Twain himself made that he had based Huck on a poor white boy he knew named Tom Blankenship, concluding that the voice and character of Huck are the result of a 'daring project of blending ... the voice of a black child Uimmy) with the status and actions of a white child (Tom Blankenship), (Fishkin, 29) . It is not entirely clear why Fishkin sees this as daring, since writers are widely acknowledged to draw upon their own experiences and acquaintances when they write and to have great latitude in doing so, especially in works of fiction.
More daring, perhaps, is the way in which Fishkin herself uses the principles of anthological multiculturalism to affect a subtle detente between traditional liberal and racist schools of Huckleberry Finn reading. Fishkin states in her 'Introduction' that Was Huck Black? is a response to Morrison's call in 1987 for an examination of 'the impact Afro-American presence has had on the structure of the work, the linguistic practice, and fictional enterprise in which it is engaged' (Morrison, quoted in Fishkin, 9 (1952) , which had a particular impact on the reading practices of Fishkin. In Medicine River, King creates a memorable character named Harlen Bigbear, a namesake of the great Cree chief. In the presentday Alberta of Kings novel, Bigbear is, like' the historical Big Bear, a maddeningly indirect negotiator who is nonetheless endearing in his desire to bring together the shattered families of the Blackfoot who live in Medicine River and on the reserve ' nearby. During the course of the no vet Bigbear works circuitously to restore the self-esteem of the alcoholic and unemployed, to repatriate to Medicine River those who, like Will the narrator, have strayed n:om home, and to couple suitably the unmarried. In one of his most complicated moves, Bigbear persuades Will, a professional photographer, to run a 'family-portrait special' for twenty dollars. Will is sceptical abou t the special as a profit-making endeavour, but Bigbear insists it will bring in money in the long run by generating interest in his business. The first to call is Joyce Blue Hom, who, in a comic tum, has an 'immediatefamily' of more than fifty people. The photo shoot takes place outdoors by the river and becomes more of an all-day family reunion picnic than a business appointment. As Will narrates, when the family learns that his camera has an automatic timer, 'everyone insisted tha t I had to be in the picture, too. Floyd's granny even got up and moved her chair over, so I'd have a place to sit' (214).
By the end of the chapter, when the photographs are developed, Bigbear's grander plan is revealed in Will's appraisal of the best shot: 'I was smiling in that picture .... Floyd's granny was sitting in her lawn chair next to me looking right at the camera with the same flat expression my mother had, as though she could see something farther on and out of sight' (216). Will and the reader come to understand that this project, like all of Bigbear's schemes, is carefully designed to insti1.a missing family spirit. In the immediate sense, Will reconnects with his dead mother. More broadly, he sees that 'family' is a larger cultural unit of which even he is an integraland contentedly smiling -member. Where its limits are, if it has any at all, is unclear. The sense of it all is clearly 'tribal' in the Native American sense. In Ellison's Invisible Man, the UlU1amed protagonist goes to work in the Liberty paint factory, the motto of which is 'Keep America Pure with Liberty Paints' (196) . Here he learns the secret of Liberty Paint's 'Optic White,' a paint so dazzlingly white as to be suitable for government buildings. The formula is ten drops of a 'dead black' pigment added to the white drops, which J settle upon the surface and become blacker stilt spreading suddenly out to the edges' (200). Ellison's irony is heavy, and ripe for a racial reading. On the despairing side, Ellison's paint factory allegory reinforces the overall message of his novel: that the black minority in the overwhelmingly white mix of America is invisible and forced to the margins. More optimistically, though, Ellison suggests that what constitutes the white majority in America is in part-and crucially, essentially -black. The two are co-determinant and cannot exist without each other.
Few would dispute that Ellison's novel says something im portant about the interrelationship of race and identity in the United States. In fact, Morrison builds upon Ellison's allegory of racial co-deternrination in her critical work (Morrison, 38 ). King's message, on the other hand, is harder to classify. Should King, who identifies himself as a Canadian writer, be seen as saying something about identity in Canada that is of equal importance to Ellison's message about the United States? Or should King, as a writer who is part Native and writes about Indian subject matter in Canada and the United States, be taken as a pre-national or supra-national writer whose works are borderless and cannot (or should not) be parsed for messages about national identity?7
In the cases of both Ellison and King, the question is not an essentialist one of how these writers write because of who they are in racial or national 7 As I discuss further below, King has been -and still can be seen as -both American and Canadian, despite his Canadian Citizenship. However, the assertion I am making in this article is that King' Today, both Canadian and American literary and cultural critics use the term multiculturalism to describe the nature of social pluralism throughout North America, including Mexico and the Caribbean. On its face, the term can be defined as a more finely specified synonym for pluralism. To use this term is to acknowledge that the inherent diversity of postcolonial North America can be understood as a gathering of distinct cultures, some of them 'Native/ most of them 'immigrant' or 'colonial,' any or all of them potentially crucial to an individual's sense of identity. The still-largelyuncharted critical waters of specific multicultural readings of significant works of literature lay beyond this generality. It is here that the inquiry becomes complicated and gives rise to what Hutcheon terms 'the problematics of reading multiculturalism' (,Multicultural Furor/ 10-11). Are the critical heritages of the Canadian and the American understandings of multicultural reading the same and, if not, how do they differ? I believe that they are not, and that a sustained inquiry into how they are not is an element crucial to a tum-of-the-century understanding of how and why Canada and the United States -both plural, both postcolOnial, both democratic, both North American -remain different countries with different prospects for the twenty-first century. Because the critical heritages of the two countries are historically of national concern (both nations have defined their nationhood in their postcolonial eras in part through their literatures) so too are their definitions of the term multiculturalism of national significance.
At all levels of the debate or discussion of multiculturalism in Canada and the United States, one can see the way in which the same words are used to express different concepts, in much the same way that multiculturalism itself means two different things in these different countries. For example, Taylor distinguishes between forms of liberalism in a way that many American thinkers would not, endorsing a form in which 'the integrity of cultures has an important place' ('The Politics of Recogrution,' 62). Taylor believes that collective cultural groups have a right to insist upon and ensure their own survival in a liberal society. For Taylor, it is the United States' brand of liberalism, which he terms 'proceduralliberaIism,' that is 'inhospitable to difference, because ... it insists on uniform app1ica-tion of the rules defirung these rights, without exception, and ... it is suspicious of collective goals' (60). Thus, in the mind of one Canadian thinker, it is not the case that multiculturalism is a goa] of a liberal society that is opposed to the conservatism of a monocultural or Eurocentric model. Instead, it depends entirely on the kind of liberalism advanced by that society.s In order for multiculturalism to hold sway, according to Taylor, a nation must not only acknowledge that it is diverse, but it must understand that diversity itt terms of a particular brand of liberalism.
Gates, an American critic, makes no such distinction between liberalisms, though his thinking is every bit as nuanced as Taylor's. For Gates, multiculhtralism is a conflict between the cultural 'right' and 'left,' in which the right 'threatened by ... delnographic shifts and by the demand for curricular change, has retreated to a stance of intellectual protectionism, arguing for a great and inviolable "Western tradition,'" while the left 'demands changes to accord with population shifts in gender and ethnicity' . In the American view, the debate quickly returns from political procedure to what is taught in the classroom. Gates, setting himself up as a true 'liberal pI uralist' in opposi tion to both the right and left of the debate, insists that 'the debate has been miscast from the beginning' by both groups. Gates asserts that even at its most Eurocentric, America is a nation 'that has theorized itself as plural from its inception,' and what is occurring now in the debate over lnulticulturalism is, at last, I the shaping of a truly common public culture' (205).
Gates's argument is subtle and subtly contradictory, but not at all illogical. Although the United States has always been a plural nation, the dominance of some cultures over others has also led to the installation of a kind of canonical pluralism that is still dismissive of 'the long-silenced cultures of color' (2°5), and which constitutes a virtual monoculture in the American academy. In short, Gates argues that an imperfect foundational pluralism must develop into a more perfect contemporary pluralism which, to use a new word imported from Canada, can be called multiculturalism.
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But the very nature of Gates's argument makes it clear that the adoption of the word multiculturalism to describe this more perfect pluralism is" 8 As Guy Laforest explains, in Taylor'S view, '[l] iberaLism ... can embrace both the rights of individuals and the rights of the many communities "to which they belong . ... Granting distinct treatment to a minority language group -in Quebec -or to aboriginal peoples is not compatible with the liberal tradition' (x). 9 Nathan GLazer notes, as few writers on the subject do, that the origins of the term multiculturalism are entirely CanadianJ and he concludes, JIt makes sense that the word would come to us from our neighbor to the north' (8 To analogize, Gates wants the United States, which is already constituted as plurat to amend that' constitution' through a process Taylor would see as 'procedural liberalism.' This works for Gates's argument, which has an a priori understanding of the United States as plural and democratically procedural, but not for Taylor's, which insists that '[IJiberalism is not a possible meeting ground for all cultures, but is the political expression of one range of cultures, and quite incompatible with other ranges' ('The Politics of Recognition/ 62). Gates's American multiculturalism -which is really a renamed liberal pluralism -is confident that the perfect anthology or set of antholOgies for today can be constructed, so it is consistent with Gates's thinking that he should be the editor of the Norton Anthology of African American Literature (1996) , which added an AfricanAmerican literary canon to one of the anthologies of American literature most widely used in classrooms. Taylor's Canadian multiculturalism, which is undoubtedly shaped by his own involvement in Canadian politics in Montreal (as a losing candidate for Parliament representing the New Democratic Party), is edgier, and shows concern that procedural liberalism can just as easily 'vote out' what it does not like as vote it in. The opposite of Taylor's multiculturalism is not Gates's idea of an American academic monoculture, but Canada's pre-1960s myth ofbicuJturalism. Once again: if the French and English colonial cultures are seen as foundational -as linguistically, territorially, religiously, and culturally unremovable from the concept of Canada -then why not all the foundational cultures? If that means that Canada will constantly be under threat of dissolution because each of these cultures is seen as equally foundational, well then, that is the reality of Canada over the past three decades and for the foreseeable future, so why not face up to it? In the United States, the closest one comes to this kind of multicultural theorizing is in the work of advocates of voting reform and proportional .
representation, such as Lani Guinier and Douglas J. Amy. For, in general, multiculturalism in the United States is discussed as having direct academic consequences, but only indirect political ones. According to the American sociologist Nathan Glazer, multiculturalism in the United States means 'that we all now accept a greater degree of attention to minorities and women and their role in American history and social studies and literature classes in schools' (14)' Although Guinier and Amy advocate different means by which the American democratic system might move away from the current plurality system of election towards some form of proportional representation, neither recognizes cultural groups as pre-existing and constitutive of the nation, as is the case in Canadian multiculturalism. Rather, American proportionalists adhere strictly to a one person-one vote ideal in which interest, ethnic, language, racial, gender, or geographical groups are formed by voting individuals who have a choice as to their membership in the group.IO Neither Guinier nor Amy even comes close to suggesting that African Americans, for example, should be compelled by law to vote only for African-American candidates, a stance that contrasts starkly with educational laws in Quebec compelling members of francophone and allophone groups to educate their children in French.
Although I have chosen Taylor as a spokesperson for Canadian multiculturalism in this essay, it is probably more accurate to see him as representative of a particular brand of multiculhlralism; a Quebec liberalism that seeks to reconcile the territorial, linguistic, and political claims of the franco phone Quebecois majority within the province with those of the non-francophone majority everywhere else in Canada. In the estimation of thinkers like Taylor (who are heaVily influenced by the writing of Quebecois separatists and even terrorists of the 1960s), the pre-19605 myth of biculturalism was a shaIn. Though Quebec was accepted as francophone and Catholic, the Quebecois were also held to second-class citizenship in the province they call home. The reaction of many separatist writers, such as Pierre Vallieres in Negres blancs d I Amerique (1968) , is tha t no reform of biculturalism can possibly work. Vallieres writes, in the English translation of his work, VVhite Niggers of America, 'I am not against the independence of Quebec but against the illusory independence of Quebec which, dressed up in various guises (from an Associated State to a Republic), is now being proposed to us by the parasitic petty bourgeoisie of French Canada. And that is why I am for revolution, because only a revolution can make us independent' (235).
Wishing understandably to avoid a revolution, thinkers like Taylor formulated the strain of Canadian multiculturalism he now propounds, in which liberalism is conceived (or reconceived) as binary so that procedural liberalism cannot outvote the will of cultural groups that have as their first priority their survival as a group. Some American thinkers (myself included) question the legitimacy of a dualistic or fractured liberalism as the basis for a workable pluralism, even as we recognize the legitimacy and importance of cultural groups. Others, such as K. Anthony Appiah, are more forceful in asserting the importance of groups to the formation of individual identity, and acknowledge that J there can be legitimate collective goals whose pursuit will require giving up pure proceduralism' (157). Still, in direct response to Taylor, Appiah asserts a 'boundary' that is illegitimately crossed when one'requires 'people who are JJ etlmically" franco-10 See Guinier, and Amy. phone to teach their children in French' (163). Appiah's caveat leaves it unclear how the rights of groups will be exercised if the enforcement of minimum cultural standards (such as a unifying language) is perceived as 'coercive.' Indeed, Appiah's careful response to Taylor underscores yet again the difference between the American and Canadian understandings of multiculturalism. For even though Appiah deigns to discuss language in his response to Taylor, he still asserts that 'the major collective identities that demand recognition in North America currently are religion, gender, ethnicity, "race," and sexuality' (151) . Interesting from the point of view of Canadian multiculturalism is the omission of language and territoriality, the two major factors in Canadian multiculturalism. For in Quebec the question has turned on territorial autonomy based on a cultural distinctiveness rooted in religion and tradition, but primarily in language. In Nunavut, the issue is literally territorial, as that region became Canada's newest territory in April of 1999, an acknowledgment that the Inuit are the people of Nunavut and have always been virtually the only people of Nunavut. On what grounds, Canadian multiculturalism asks, can the claim to political autonomy of an 85 per cent majority be denied? Appiah is discussing what he calls multiculturalism, but it isn't Canadian multiculturalism. As Glazer explains in We Are All Multiculturalists Now (1997) , '[mJulticulturalism is the price America is paying for its inability or unwillingness to incorporate into its society African Americans, in the same way and to the same degree it has incorporated so many groups' (147) . By contrast, Taylor sees Canadian multiculturalism not in the negative, as a price paid} but as Hutcheon does, in the positive: 'accommodating difference is what Canada is all about. Many Canadians would concur in this' (~Shared and Divergent Values, ' 181) .
It should be unsurprising to learn that there is more than one idea in Canada of what multiculturalism is, and that may have something to do with the fact that the multicultural reorganization of the 1960s and 1970S has been at best a mixed blessing for Canada. Some works from the era of reorganization, such as The Temptations of Big Bear, are attempts to mythologize this reorganization in the most favourable and optimistic light. Others, such as Vallieres's political memoir, refuse to acknowledge the concept and, instead, rail against the failures of decades of biculturalism. Still others, such as Taylor's, deal with some of the practical problems of multiculturalism as they apply to the political situation in Quebec in the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries. What unifies all of these works is the idea that multiculturalism is less a descriptive term than a cognitive one. It is a way of understanding how Canada is and should be organized. It is not a description of the fact of cultural diversity, as it is in the United States, but rather a prescription of that diversity that is, at the very least, 'problematic,' as Hutcheon states (and as we have seen). For many Canadian critics, it is one of the facts of social organization that has made and which keeps Canada different from the United States. Others, such as the novelist and critic Neil Bissoondath, dread its influence in Canada and blame it for many or all of the nation's social and political woes (71). Still others, such as the sOciologists Reitz and Breton, assert that perceived cultural differences between Canada and the United States are, when all is said and done, illusory (1-26) .
The Canadian understanding of multiculturalism is that an individual's ethnic identity is inherent, group-oriented, grounded in a geographical territory, linguistic, and -most important -unrecombinant. As political theorist Will Kymlicka states, 'Canada's historical development has involved the federation of three distinct national groups (English, French, and Aboriginals)' (12). How seriously is this idea taken in Canada? Seriously enough that it has spawned much more than diverse reading lists for literature classes. Since the 1960s in Canada, multiculturalism has been extensively explored by Canadian sociology, written into Canadian federal law, and developed critically in works of literary, culhtral, and ethnic studies. Since 1971, Canada has had a minister for multiculturalism in the prime minister's cabinet. Multiculturalism is, in part, responsible for major popular movements for constitutional change since 1982. Some, like the drive for a Charter of Rights and Freedoms, have been successful. Others, like the Meech Lake Accord of 1987, which would have given the province of Quebec status as a 'distinct society,' did not become law. Still others, like the reorganization of 136,493 square miles of the Northwest Territories (an area a little smaller than the state of Montana) into a homeland for Inuit called Nunavut are fait accompli. Also possible -perhaps even likely -is that Quebec will conduct another, referendum on independence from Canada (such referendums failed twice, in 1980 and 1984) that puts the very survival of the nation in the twenty-first century in danger. Given these facts, a social or political historian might say that multiculturalism is a Canadian idea, and that the popularity of the term in contemporary intellectual discourse indicates that it has become that nation} s foremost ideological export. As Glazer notes of the word multiculturalism (and I confirm), 'almost every example of its use there [in the Oxford English Dictionary] is from Canada .... Almost every book in the Harvard University libraries listed as containing the word "multiculturalism" in its title in the 1970S and 19808 is Canadian or Australian' (8). In the United States (and in some other plural nations), where the pressing question of how to organize diversity is always on the political, social, and intellectual agenda, the term multiculturalism is now so widely employed that Glazer can state with certainty that 'we are all multiculturalists now' (14) .
However, as with many ideological exports, there is often something lost in the importation, a sense of historicism and specificity that rigorous academic scholarship can and should restore, and which is one reason for this paper. For example, many in the United States routinely use the word 'fascism' to connote any act of authoritarianism, even firm discipline exercised by a parent over a child. This is what the term fascism has come to mean in everyday usage in the United States. In a class on twentiethcentury political thought, however, it should be pointed out that this is not what 'Fascism' is and there is still a reason for educated people to knowand to want to know -the factual history of Fascist thinking in Italy and elsewhere, and how it differed from Nazism, Stalinism, and other forms of political authoritarianism with which it is contemporary. The same holds true for multiculturalism. Do thinkers and critics in the United States want to remake this concept in their own image, or are they achtally interested in the details of its history and meaning before it came into such wide usage in the United States, which is, after all, only since the middle of the last dec' ade (Sollors, 2)? As Christopher Newfield and Avery F. Gordon write in an essay included in the anthology, Mapping Multiculturalism (1996) , 'the United States' understanding of multiculturalism will remain incomplete until it develops a pichtre of other international varieties' (Gordon and Newfield, 'Unfinished Business,' 94).
I conclude with Medicine River, a novel by a contemporary North American author whose heritage is both Native American and European, who was born in the United States but has lived in Canada J and is now a Canadian citizen. Does King's work evince an American or a Canadian W1derstanding of multiculturalism? Wilt the narrator of Medicine River J is, like King himself, of mixed heritage: his mother is Blackfoot, but his estranged father was a white rodeo cowboy from Edmonton. As a result, tribal law bars Will, his brother, and his mother from living on the reserve. As a boy, Will is angered by the fact that he is 'not Indian any more' (9), but as an adult he moves across the country to Toronto and becomes entirely assimilated into non-Native Canadian culture. On the surface, it might seem that Will (and the story of Will that is Medicine River) is fertile ground for an Am.erican anthologicaJ multicultural reading on the order of Was Huck Black?; for doesn't Will embody perfectly two Canadas, one Native, one white? However, King takes the novel in another direction, one that seems to suggest not so much that Will's assimilation was a mistake, but that it never really occurred.
Lured back to Medicine River by Harlen Bigbear's machinations, Will is eventually subsumed in its Blackfoot culture to the point where he becomes an integral part ofthe photograph ofJoyce Blue Horn's 'immediate' family. The question is, has Will left and come back, or has he never really left? After all, one cannot quit one's immediate family simply by leaving them. In his reading of Medicine River, Arnold Davidson makes precisely this point about an episode where Will accompanies his friend Louise Heavyman to the hospital to have her baby. Jokingly, Will suggests to a white nurse that the girl may be named 'South Wing,' after the ward of the hospital in which she was born. Although Louise wants to name the girl Wilma, it is South Wing that accidentally makes it on to her birth certificate.
Davidson writes:
Will has named a baby not his own, and he has done so through the white nurse's Indianism, through her seeing a beautiful traditional Indian name in his little joke. Yet it is a beautiful Indian name, and the real Mr. Heavyman, the baby's grandfather, heartily approves. Thus -the final implication of the name and the fortuitous result of the mistakes which lead to it -South Wing, as the white designation for a fact of white life, is changed totally as it is translated into a Native context, much as 'Manitoba' and 'Saskatchewan' have lost their original Native reference to become designations of parts of white Canada. The signifier can be totally resignified by Natives as welL (191) Medicine River turns out not to be a story about racial co-determination and 'blending' (to use Fishkin's term) in Canada, but rather a gentle revelation of the way in which all things related to Medicine River -including Wilt the mixed -race prodigal son -are fundamentally Native. In the end, it is the Big Bear model for cognitive multiculturalism that prevails; Will ends up, as Big Bear's attorney F.B. Robertson put it in 1886, 'with his band.' No matter where he goes in the plural confederation of modem Canada, 'he cannot get away from them; he is not free to say, I will move away from here, I will go among other people.' Like Wiebe's postmodem reinvention of the Native Big Bear in his novel, King himself is aware of what he is doing with the Natives in Medicine River, especially the character of Bigbear, and he tenns it I associational literature.' In a 1990 essay, King describes four forms of Native literature: tribal, interfusional, polemicaL and associational. Tribal literature is available only to members of a particular tribe, interfusional blends oral traditions and written literature, and polemical' concerns itself with the clash of Native and non-Native cultures ' (, Godzilla, [12] [13] . Associational literature, the class into which Medicine River falls, 'leans toward the group rather than the single, isolated character, creating a fiction that de-values heroes and villains in favor of the members of a community'; in short, it is a form that reinforces what I am calling the cognitive understanding of multiculturalism ('GodziIla, ' 14) . Furthermore, as Taylor expresses in his philosophical/political understanding of a Canadian multiculturalism that acknowledges within liberalism that the 'integrity of cultures has an important place,' so King explains that associational literature 'helps to remind us of the continuing values of OUf cultures, and it reinforces the notion that, in addition to the usable past that the concurrence of oral literature and traditional history provide us with, we also have an active present marked by cultural tenacity and a viable future ' (, GodzilIa, ' 14) . This may be auspicious for the cultural group in question, but it is not necessarily good news for the future of the Canadian coniederation. King himself states that he , is 'not a fan of nationalism/ but I would argue that Medicine River is nonetheless a Canadian novel (Rooke, 72) . I say this not simply because King is a Canadian citizen and writes mostly about Canada, but because the reading he and most of his critical readers (including myself) give to Medicine River is a distinctly Canadian one in the tradition of Wiebe's Big Bear model for multiculturalism. As this paper has shown, it is entirely unlike the anthological understanding evinced by Ellison, Gates, Morrison, Glazer, and Fishkin. The fundamental problem of the melting pot, that of blending races, ethnicities, cultures, and even genders in the United States, remains the preoccupation of what are called multicultural readings in the United States today, as Appiah bluntly states. But the basic problem such readings address, creating a more accurate or truer description of the cultural diversity of the United States -a better anthology -is not the problem addressed by Canadian multiculturalism. Fair enough: the United States and Canada are different countries with different reading traditions. However, the problem so far addressed by Americanrnulticulturalism may not be the only cultural problem faced by the United States in the coming century. For example, the question of Puerto Rican statehood, recently under consideration by the United States Congress and by the people of Puerto Rico (and, for now, rejected), poses a problem that seems distinctly 'Canadian' in nature: can the United States integrate as part' of itself a people whose identity is distinct, who come to the United States not as individuals but as a group and a nation, who speak Spanish, and who are associated with a particular geographical place? Is this a case for blending, or for the kind of tenuous confederation of mosaic tiles that makes Canada possible, but which also makes Canada unstable? As Chapman'S writing about South Africa reminds us, the time can come when plural mythologies must change and adapt if they are to retain their utility.
The debate and discussion of multiculturalism in the United States has been successful in renaming traditional liberal pluralism as multiculturalism, but it has not been at all effective at putting American multiculturalism in dialogue with any other multiculturalism, not even that of Canada, one of the United States' closest neighbors and a country with a longer and more developed tradition of mul ticul turalism than itself. This is not a disaster,but it is a disappoinhnent, as it repeats the pattern of American exceptionalism in literary studies that makes it difficult to compare American ways of reading to those of other nations. Most Americans writing about multiculturalism today accept that there is such a thing in the United States -whether they are for or against it -but very few evince any knowledge of how the term is or has been used in other nations. Those conversant in the longer history of multiculturalism in Canada question whether what the United States calls multiculturalism really is multiculturalism, but are ultimately forced to bow before the power of the repeated word. Now that it has been said enough times in enough publications, it must be true: multiculturalism is taking the United States (or at least certain quarters of the American academy) by storm.
I doubt this, and propose in conclusion only that American critics acknowledge the possible value of a rigorously historical and comparative study of multiculturalism. Those who are 'against' multiculturalism may find that they have been cowed by a bogeyman, that American multiculturalism is nothing more than a retooled liberal pluralism that still upholds the values of the traditional melting pot. Those who are' for' it may find that multiculturalism is much more than a no-risk rewriting of the existing American anthology to include more voices, faces, and colours. On the contrary, multiculturalism is a dangerous strategy for the confederation of diverse identity groups into a nation that holds no guarantees for the future. Its virtue, as seen in the mythology of The Temptations of Big Bear, is its ability to obviate violence by ironically transforming intractable nonagreement and lack of common identity into tenuous confederation without blending. Its defects are permanent national instability and a fundamentally sketchy idea of what constitutes nationalism and patriotism. As Ellison's Invisible Man sh"ongly suggests, there are also problems with the mythology of the melting pot. Studying muIticulturalisms, rather than renaming liberal pluralism or being for or against vaguely defined concepts, is a project for this century of American literary and cultural studies that can only advance the United States' self-understanding and, as an added benefit, open it up to more good writing by its closest neighbours.
